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This matter came on for hearing before the Oil and Gas 
Board of Review on May 5, 1982 at Fountain Square, Building E, 
Columbus, Ohio pursuant to a Notice of Appeal filed 
Sepbember 12, 1981 by Appellant, Petro Oil Company, Inc. The 
appeal is taken from the Adjudicll'tj.on Oruie~o. 313, issued by 
Appellee on August 24, 1981. The case was heard by and 
testimony and exhibits were presented to the Board. 
1. BACKGROUND 
Adjudication Order 313 is an Order requiring Petro Oil 
Company to properly plug and abandon, or put into production, 
two wells located on certain leases in Muskingum County. The 
wells are designated by the permit numbers No. 4327 and 
No. 4342. If Petro Oil Company chose to plug the wells, 
proper restoration of the land was ordered to be completed by 
six months and all other necessary actions were to be 
completed in a prudent and workmanlike manner with 45 days. 
The wells, called the Dorsey No. 1 and the Johnson No. 1 were 
not plugged in accordance with the Order. Instead, Petro Oil 
Company chose to appeal Order No. 313. 
At the time of the hearing before the Board, the 
Appellant and Appellee submitted a joint stipulation in which 
it was agreed that: 
1. At the time of issuance of the Adjudication 
Order, the wells were not in production, 
i.e. they were idle wells. 
2. At the time of the Order and at the time of 
the hearing, Petro Oil Company was the 
operator of the wells. 
Further, during the hearing before the Board, the parties to 
the appeal agreed to the fact, or stipulated to the fact, that 
the Dorsey No. 1 well had been put into production and 
therefore, that portion of the Order of the Chief of the 
Division which applied to the Dorsey No. 1 well had been 
complied with by the Appellant. 
Subsequent to the hearing on May 5, 1982, the Appellee 
(Chief., Division of Oil and- Gas) through counsel presented a 
motion to the Board to reopen the hearing in order to present 
evidence obtained after the hearing that the Dorsey No. 1 well 
had not been placed into production or plugged. The Motion to 
Reopen was accompanied by an affidavit of an inspector of the 
Division of Oil and Gas. This Motion to Reopen was not 
responded to by the Appellant. The Board has not yet ruled on 
the Motion. 
The Motion to Reopen the hearing will be addressed by the 
Board before it reaches a determination of the appeal •. 
2. DISPOSITION OF MOTION 
The Motion to Reopen by the Appellee is essentially a 
renewed attempt to completely present evidence to the Board in 
support of the original Adjudication Order No. 313. During 
the hearing on May 5, 1982, counsel for the Appellee agreed 
that the Dorsey No. 1 well was no longer at issue. 
Subsequ.ently, the Board heard no testimony directly to the 
point of the then present status of the Dorsey No. 1 well. 
Appellee's Motion to Reopen postulates that the Dorsey No. 1 
was not in fact in production on May 5. 1982, based on an 
examination of the well facility on June 9, 1982 and lack of 
metered gas records. The affidavit of the inspector, however, 
does not directly address that status of the well before the 
June 9, 1982 inspection date. 
The Board finds that the testimony and the stipulations 
and agreements of counsel for the parties at the hearing show 
that the Dorsey No.1 well was in compliance with Order 313 of 
the Chief of the Division at the time of the hearing. The 
Board does not wish to prolong a decision on this appeal; one 
which was taken from an order made over a year ago. It is the 
view of the Board that if there has been a mistake of fact 
regarding the status of the Dorsey No. 1 well, the Chief of 
the Division may determine the facts of a matter anew and 
issue an appropriate new order under the law and regulations. 
Accordingly, the Motion to Reopen the hearing by Appellee is 
denied. 
3. FINDINGS OF FACT 
A SUbstantial amount of testimony was presented by the 
parties regarding the status of the Johnson No. 1 w.ell. the 
history of drilling and leasing in the area, problems which 
the operator had with equipment at the site, removal of 
equipment by investors, financial difficulties, reorganization 
plans and related matters. The testimony of the Appellant 
confirmed that the Johnson No. 1 well was not operational and 
would not become operational until and unless replacement 
surface installations such as a pump jack, separator and tanks 
were installed. The Board finds that the factual' basis for 
the Order No. 313 regarding the Johnson No. 1 well was correct 
and confirmed by the subsequent testimony at the Board's 
hearing. 
The Appellant presented no testimony which challenged the 
authClri ty of the Appellee to issue the Order or the 
sUbstantive manner in which it was done. 
4. THE ISSUES 
The issues before the Board are: 
1. whether or not the Adjudication Order 
,No. 313 is lawful and reasonable under 
Section 1509.36 of the Ohio Revised 
Code as it was applied to the Johnson 
No. 1 well, and 
2. whether or not the Appellant had 
complied with Order No. 313 as to the 
Dorsey No. 1 well on or before the 
date of the hearing before the Board 
of May 5, 1982. 
5. DISCUSSION 
As indicated in the discussion of the Motion to Reopen 
the hearing, evidence and statements by counsel for the 
parties at the time of th~ hearing showed that the Dorsey 
No. 1 well was capable of producing 011 or gas and was so 
stipulated or agreed to by parties' counsel. The Appellant at 
no time presented any evidence that the Johnson No. 1 well was 
operational or that the Order No. 313 was arbitrary, 
capricious, not according to the fact, not according to the 
law or that the Chief of the Division lacked authority to 
issue the order. The basic position of the Appellant with 
regard to the Johnson No. 1 well was that circumstances beyond 
the control of the individuals responsible for the operation 
of the well had prevented them from producing the well. 
Further, given those circumstances, the company needed more 
time. The Appellee's position was that the Appellant in fact 
had sufficient time over the several years before the Chief 
made his order and during the intervening months before the 
hearj.ng f and that a final determination should promptly be 
made by the Board. The Board agreed. 
At the end of the hearing. the Board came to the 
resolution. based on the facts. that within 60 days of May 5. 
1982 the Johnson No. 1 well was to be put into production of 
ei ther oil or gas. Absent a report from a well inspector at 
the end of the 60 days that the No. 1 Johnson well was capable 
of production. the Board indicated it would affirm 
Adjudication Order 313. 
No claim has been made by the Appellant that the Johnson 
No. 1 is now capable of producing oil or gas and no inspection 
report has been received on this well. 
6. CONCLUSION AND ORDER 
Based on the findings of fact set forth herein and the 
applicable law, the Board finds: 
1. that Adjudication Order No. 313 is 
reasonable and lawful. 
2. that at the time of the hearing the 
Appellant was in compliance with the 
Order as it applied to the Dorsey 
No. 1 well.-
Th~ Board orders that Adjudication Order No. 313 be and 
is hereby AFFIRMED. This Order of the Board is effective this 
• 1982. 
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